
* This order and judgment is not binding precedent, except under the
doctrines of law of the case, res judicata, and collateral estoppel.  The court
generally disfavors the citation of orders and judgments; nevertheless, an order
and judgment may be cited under the terms and conditions of 10th Cir. R. 36.3.
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ORDER AND JUDGMENT *

Before BRISCOE , PORFILIO , and ANDERSON , Circuit Judges.

After examining the briefs and appellate record, this panel has determined
unanimously that oral argument would not materially assist the determination of
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this appeal.  See  Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2); 10th Cir. R. 34.1(G).  The case is
therefore ordered submitted without oral argument.

Plaintiff Gilbert Diaz filed suit against defendants under 42 U.S.C. § 1983,
alleging that they violated his constitutional rights by unlawfully and maliciously
taking him into custody, searching his van, detaining him for several hours,
mistreating him by forcing him to lie on the floor of the police station, and
threatening him.  Additionally, plaintiff claims that $200 was missing from his
wallet when he retrieved his personal effects.

Defendants moved for summary judgment, arguing that the doctrine of
qualified immunity protected them from liability for civil damages.  “Qualified
immunity shields government officials performing discretionary functions from
individual liability under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 unless their conduct violates ‘clearly
established statutory or constitutional rights of which a reasonable person would
have known.’”  Baptiste v. J.C. Penney Co ., 147 F.3d 1252, 1255 (10th Cir. 1998)
(quoting Harlow v. Fitzgerald , 457 U.S. 800, 818 (1982)).  In a detailed order
entered on July 18, 2002, the district court granted defendants’ motion.

“We review the grant . . . of summary judgment de novo, applying the same
legal standard used by the district court.  Summary judgment is appropriate if
there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and the moving party is entitled
to a judgment as a matter of law.”  United States v. Simons , 129 F.3d 1386, 1388
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(10th Cir. 1997) (citations omitted).  Having carefully reviewed the record on
appeal, the parties’ briefs, and the pertinent case law, we agree with the district
court’s analysis and its conclusions.  Accordingly, we AFFIRM the entry of
summary judgment in favor of defendants, for substantially the same reasons set
forth in the order entered by the district court.  The mandate shall issue forthwith.

Entered for the Court

Mary Beck Briscoe
Circuit Judge


